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Table 15 ‘
LWRPT: Weighted-average f.0.b. selling prices, total quantities, and margins of under/(over)selling
of U.S.-produced and imported product 2, by quarters, Jan. 1992-Mar. 1995

* * * * * * *

Table 16

LWRPT: Weighted-average f.0.b. selling prices, total quantities, and margins of under/(over)selling
of U.S.-produced and imported product 3. by quarters, Jan. 1992-Mar. 1995

* * * % * * *

Figure 4
LWRPT: Weighted-average f.o.b. selling prices of U.S.-produced and imported product, by
quarters, Jan. 1992-Mar. 1995

* * * * * * *

Sales of imported product

Weighted-average f.0.b. prices for LWRPT imported from Mexico and sold in the Texas
market *** during the period for which data were reported. Prices for products 1, 2, and 3 were
**xx *x*x and *** percent higher, respectively, in the first quarter of 1995 than they were in the
same quarter of 1992.

Price Comparisons

There were 39 instances where comparisons between prices for U.S. and Mexican products
were possible (tables 14-16). In all of these instances, the Mexican product was priced below the
domestic product, with margins ranging from 3.2 to 26.0 percent.

Exchange Rates

Quarterly data reported by the International Monetary Fund indicate that the nominal value of
the Mexican peso depreciated 44.4 percent relative to the U.S. dollar from January-March 1992 to
the same quarter of 1995 (figure 5). Accounting for changes in the producer price indexes in the
United States and Mexico, the real exchange rate of the Mexican peso depreciated 1.2 percent from
the first quarter of 1992 to the fourth quarter of 1994, the most recent period for which data are
available.
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Figure 5
Nominal and real exchange rates of the Mexican peso, by quarters, Jan. 1992-Mar. 1995

140

130

index (1991:1 = 100)

1982 T 1904

«@= Nominal == Real

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, March 1995.

Lost Sales and Lost Revenues

The Commission received *** |ost sales allegations from *** however, ***. The *** |ost
sale allegations totaled *** and involved *** feet of LWRPT.* Table 17 summarizes the lost sale

allegations submitted by U.S. producers. Staff contacted *** of the *** purchasers and a summary
of the information follows.

Table 17

Lost sales allegations concerning imports of LWRPT from Mexico, as reported by U.S.
producers ‘

*** was cited in *** lost sales allegations. *** could not recall the specific allegations but he
did state that he may have shifted some sales of LWRPT because of price.® *** stated that *** js a
distributor of LWRPT and the company purchases material from both *** and *** sources. According
to *** there are some differences between the products from domestic sources and those imported from

il =13

3w also reported that it allegedly lost sales to *** on *** other occasions, but *** could not provide
detailed information.
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Mexico. In particular, *** reported that the quality control in the LWRPT industry in Mexico is
deficient. *** stated, however, that quality control is not a particularly important consideration in this
industry; price is the most important factor. *** also added that domestic producers sometimes have
better prices than the Mexican suppliers.

*** was named in a lost sales allegation.® *** did not recall the specific allegation. *** stated
that *** probably has shifted some purchases of LWRPT due to pricing; however, the shift may not
necessarily have been to imports. According to ***, *** Jost a lot of business to another domestic
producer. *** also reported that while imports are usually lower-priced, *** will buy the domestic
product if the price is within 5 to 10 percent of the price of the imported product. With regard to
quality, *** reported that the domestic and Mexican products are comparable. Furthermore, *** also
commented that there is no difference between LWRPT that meets A-500 specifications and product that
meets the A-513 specifications.

*** was named in one lost sales allegation. *** could not recall the specific incident but did
state that he has shifted purchases from domestic sources to Mexican sources. *** reported that ***
has had to buy the Mexican product in order to be able to compete with other firms who buy the lower-
priced Mexican product. According to ***, there are some quality differences between the domestic
and Mexican products. While some customers view these quality differences as significant and they will
not purchase the product, others find the quality to be acceptable. With regard to the difference
between LWRPT meeting the A-513 specifications and those that meet the A-500, *** stated that the A-
513 product has tighter tolerances and is a higher quality product. *** added that the cost of the A-
513 has been higher than that of the A-500 in the past.

56 ek
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Table A-1
LWRPT: Summary data concerning the Texas market, 1992-94

* * * * *
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Table A-2
LWRPT: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 1992-94

(Quantity =short tons; value= 1,000 dollars; unit values and unit labor
costs are per short ton; period changes=percent, except where noted)

Reported data Period changes
Item 1992 1993 1994 1992-94  1992-93  1993-94
U.S. consumption quantity:
Amount ... ............... 435,645 499,212 592,206 +35.9 +14.6 +18.6
Producers’ share' . ........... 90.4 87.0 84.7 -5.7 3.4 2.2
Importers’ share:'
Mexico ................. 1.0 1.8 3.3 +2.3 +0.8 +1.5
Other sources . . .. .......... 8.6 11.3 12.0 +3.3 +2.6 +0.7
Total . ................. 9.6 13.0 15.3 +5.7 +3.4 +2.2
U.S. consumption value:
Amount . ................. 248,625 293,694 368,116 +48.1 +18.1 +25.3
Producers’ share' . ........... 91.2 88.9 87.3 -3.9 2.4 -1.6
Importers’ share:'
Mexico ................. 0.8 1.4 2.3 +1.5 +0.6 +0.9
Other sources . . . ........... 8.0 9.7 10.4 +2.4 +1.8 +0.7
Total . ....... e 8.8 11.1 12.7 +3.9 +2.4 +1.6
U.S. imports/shipments™ from--
Mexico:
Imports quantity . ........... 4,202 8,902 19,447 +362.8 +111.9 +118.5
Imports value . . . . .......... 1,985 4,094 8,572 +331.8 +106.2 +109.4
.Unitvalue . . .............. $472.35 $459.86  $440.81 6.7 -2.6 4.1
Ending inventory quantity . ... .. 0 683 1,389 ©)) (o)) +103.4
Other sources:
Imports quantity . ........... 37.674 56,181 71,047 +88.6 +49.1 +26.5
Imports value . . .. .......... 19,805 28,558 38,218 +93.0 +44.2 +33.8
Unitvalue . . . ... .......... $525.70  $508.32  $537.92 +2.3 -33 +5.8
Ending inventory quantity . .. ... 8 138 81 +912.5 @ 41.3
All sources:
Imports quantity . ........... 41,877 65,083 90,494 +116.1 +55.4 +39.0
Imports value . . ... ......... 21,790 32,652 46,790 +114.7 +49.8 +43.3
Unitvalue . . .. ............ $520.35 $501.69  $517.05 -0.6 -3.6 +3.1
U.S. producers’--
Average capacity quantity . ...... 521,441 538,165 517,717 -0.7 +3.2 -3.8
Production quannty e 397.094 429,776 502,245 +26.5 +8.2 +16.9
Capacity utilization' . .......... 47.3 48.7 57.4 +10.2 +1.5 +8.7
U.S. shipments:
Quantity . .. .............. 393,768 434,129 501,712 +27.4 +10.2 +15.6
Value ...... e 226,835 261,042 321,326 +41.7 +15.1 +23.1
Unitvalue . . .. ............ $576.06 $601.30 $640.46 +11.2 +4.4 +6.5
Export shipments:
Quantity . ................ 405 257 193 -52.3 -36.5 249
Exports/shipments' . . . ... ... .. 0.1 0.1 ) -0.1 0] ®)
Value .................. 274 173 161 41.2 -36.9 -6.9
Unitvalue . . .. ............ $676.54 $673.15  $834.20 +23.3 0.5 +23.9
Ending inventory quanmy ....... 37.436 32,756 33,032 -11.8 -12.5 +0.8

Inventory/shipments' . ......... 9.5 7.5 6.6 -2.9 -2.0 -1.0

Table continued on next page.
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Table A-2--Continued
LWRPT: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 1992-94

(Quantity =shorz tons; value=1,000 dollars; unit values and unit labor
costs are per short ton; period changes=percent, except where noted)

Reported data Period changes
Item 1992 1993 1994 1992-94 1992-93 1993-94

Production workers . .. ........ 595 603 618 +3.9 +1.3 +2.5
Hours worked (1,000s) . ........ 1,202 1,273 1,312 +9.2 +5.9 +3.1
Total compensation ($1,000) . . . . .. 21,498 23,605 26,488 +23.2 +9.8 +12.2
Hourly total compensation . .. ... .. $17.89 $18.54 $20.19 +12.9 +3.7 +8.9
Productivity (short rons per 1,000 ‘

hours) . ....... .. ........ 87.2 89.8 94.2 +8.0 +2.9 +4.9
Unit labor costs . . ........... $204.99 $206.60 $214.35 +4.6 +0.8 +3.8
Net sales--

Quantity .. ............... 194,566 210,275 232,502 +19.5 +8.1 +10.6

Value .................. 123,008 136,547 163,012 +32.5 +11.0 +19.4

Unit sales value . ........... $632.22  $649.37 $701.12 +10.9 +2.7 +8.0
Cost of goods sold (COGS) ...... 106,518 119,173 139,203 +30.7 +11.9 +16.8
Gross profit (loss) . . .......... 16,490 17,374 23,809 +44.4 +5.4 +37.0
SG&A expenses .. ... ..., .. 8,858 8,790 10,536 +18.9 0.8 +19.9
Operating income or (loss) . ... ... 7,632 8,584 13,273 +73.9 +12.5 +54.6
Capital expenditures . . ......... 2,567 1,696 2,649 +3.2 -33.9 +56.2
UnitCOGS ................ $547.46 $566.75  $598.72 +9.4 +3.5 +5.6
Unit SG&A expenses . ......... $45.53 $41.80 $45.32 0.5 -8.2 +8.4
Unit operating income or (loss) . . . . $39.23 $40.82 $57.09 +45.5 +4.1 +39.8
COGS/sales' . .............. 86.6 87.3 85.4 -1.2 +0.7 -1.9
Operating income or (loss)/sales’ ... 6.2 6.3 8.1 +1.9 - +0.1 +1.9

' "Reported data" are in percent and "period changes" are in percentage points.

* Imports listed below are derived from official Department of Commerce statistics.
* Not applicable.

 An increase of 1,000 percent or more. A

* Positive figure, but less than significant digits displayed.

¢ A decrease of less than 0.05 percentage points.

Note.--Period changes are derived from the unrounded data. Because of rounding, figures may not add to the
totals shown. Unit values and other ratios are calculated from the unrounded figures, using data of firms
supplying both numerator and denominator information.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade
Commission and from official statistics of the Department of Commerce
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Table A-3
Ilrgzgozmge;fmd-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations producing LWRPT, fiscal years
Item 1992 1993 1994
Quantity (short tons)
Tradesales ................ 192,290 207,790 229,756
Company transfers . . ... ....... 2,276 2,485 2,746
Total . ................. 194,566 210,275 232,502
Value (1,000 dollars)
Net sales:
Tradesales ............... 122,041 135,429 161,708
Company transfers . . . .. ...... 967 1,118 1,304
Total . ................. 123,008 136,547 163,012
Costof goods sold . . . ......... 106,518 119,173 139,203
Grossprofit . . .............. 16,490 17,374 23,809
Selling, general, and
administrative expenses . . . ... .. 8.858 8.790 10,536
Operating income . . ... ....... 7,632 8,584 13,273
Interest expense . ... .. ... . ... 2,356 2,022 1,885
Other expense items . . . . ... .... 550 134 232
Other income items . ... ....... 24 276 212
Net income before income taxes . ... 4,750 6,704 11,368
Depreciation and amortization . . . . . 2,638 2,741 2985
Cash flow* ................ 7.388 9.445 14,353
Ratio to net sales (percent
Costof goods sold . . . ......... 86.6 87.3 85.4
Grossprofit . . ... ........... 13.4 12.7 14.6
Selling, general, and
administrative expenses . . . . .. .. 7.2 6.4 6.5
Operating income . . .......... 6.2 6.3 8.1
Net income before income taxes 3.9 49 7.0
Value (per short ton)
Net sales:
Tradesales ............... $634.67 $651.76 $703.82
Company transfers . . . . ... .... 424 .87 449.90 474.87
Average . . .............. 632.22 649.37 701.12
Costof goodssold . . . ......... 547.46 566.75 598.72
Grossprofit . . .............. 84.75 82.63 102.40
Selling, general, and
administrative expenses . . . ... .. 45.53 41.80 45.32
Operating income . . . ......... 39.23 40.82 57.09
Other expense, net . . . . ... ..... 14.81 8.94 8.19
Net income before income taxes 24 41 31.88 48.89
Number of firms reporting
erating losses . ... ......... 0 0 0
ggt lossegs ................. 0 0 0
Data . ................... 8 8 8

- The producers and their respective fiscal years are ***.

? Cash flow is defined as net income or loss plus depreciation and amortization.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade

Commission.
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Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on the overall operations of their establishments wherein

LWRPT is produced, fiscal years 1992-94'

Item 1992 1993 1994
Value (7,000 dollars)

Net sales:

Tradesales ............... 392,308 457,049 540,316

Company transfers . . .. ....... 14,071 15.379 16,378

Total . ................. 406,379 472,428 556,694

Costof goods sold . . . ......... 333.544 391,297 447.272
Gross profit . . . ............. 72,835 81,131 109,422
Selling, general, and

administrative expenses . . . ... .. 42.096 43.710 51,128
Operating income .. .......... 30,739 37,421 58,294
Interest expense . ............ 6,118 5,670 5,762
Other expense items . . ... ...... 1,613 377 591
Other income items . .......... 51 495 399
Net income before income taxes . . .. 23,059 31,869 52,340
Depreciation and amortization . . . . . 8.518 8,583 10.498
Cash flow’ . ............... 31,577 40.452 62,838

Ratio to net sales (percent)

Costof goodssold . . . ......... 82.1 82.8 80.3
Grossprofit . .. ............. 17.9 17.2 19.7
Selling, general, and

administrative expenses . . . ... .. 10.4 9.3 9.2
Operating income . . .. ........ 7.6 7.9 10.5
Net income before income taxes 5.7 6.7 9.4

Number of firms reporting

Operating losses . . . .......... 0 0 0
Netlosses . ................ 0 0 0
Data .................... 9 9 9

' The producers and their respective fiscal years are ***

? Cash flow is defined as net income or loss plus depreciation and amortization.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade

Commission.
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Table A-5

Value of assets and return on assets of U.S. producers’ establishments wherein LWRPT is produced,
fiscal years 1992-94

Item 1992 1993 1994
Value (1,000 dollars)
All products:
Fixed assets:
Original cost . ............. 87,121 101,062 114,921
Book value ............... 39,616 48,385 - 55,489
Total assets' . . .. ............ 127.692 153,579 185,221
LWRPT:
Fixed assets:
Original cost .. ............ 14,480 17,433 . 19,249
Book value ............... 8.373 9,823 10,478
Total assets® . . . . ............ 26.495 30,897 32,508

Return on book value of
fixed assets (percent)’

All products:

erating return® . . . .. ... ... .. ) . )
Operating : 65.8 62.0 87.2
Netreturn® . ............... 53.3 53.7 78.9
LWRPT:
Operating return® . . . .. ... ..... 443 37.7 62.7
Netreturn® . ............... 29.8 28.3 52.4

Return on total assets (percent)’
All products: ~

Operating return® . . . ... ... .... 20.4 19.5 26.1

Netreturn® ................ 16.5 16.9 23.6
LWRPT:

Operating return* . . . ... ....... 14.0 12.0 20.2

Netreturn® . ............... 9.4 9.0 16.9

' Defined as book value of fixed assets plus current and noncurrent assets.

* Total establishment assets are apportioned, by firm, to product groups on the basis of the ratio of the
respective book values of fixed assets.

* Defined as operating income or loss divided by asset value.

“ Defined as net income or loss divided by asset value.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade
Commission.
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Table A-6

Capital expenditures by and research and development expenses of U.S. producers of LWRPT, by
products, fiscal years 1992-94'

(In_1,000 dollars)

Item ' 1992 1993 1994

All products:
Capital expenditures . . . ... ... .. 4,844 4,225 6,483
Research and development
EXPenses . . . . ... ... ... 25 25 25
LWRPT:
Capital expenditures . . . ........ 2,567 1,696 2,649
Research and development
EXPENSES . . . . ... 12 12 12

' The producers and their respective fiscal years are ***

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade
Commission.
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485, 108 Stat. 4800 (1904) (19 US.C. Commission's rules, not latsr than seven
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industry in the United States is will prepare a public service list
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sold in the United Siates et Jess than fair and BPI Service List

.....
m..ro..oqv-mmﬂ!&gé Bvrgwﬂngﬁo)a{-us‘

)
application is made not lster than seven
rther information concerning (7) days »3%-89.2558&.!—
n l-q.\'
st bject products are welded plpes sod “?gﬁ%%
Jess than imeters, of rectanguler including suthorized to receive BPI under the



The Commission’s Director of :

[
the conference. A nonparty-who has

by a party to the investigation mist be

Autherity: This investigatian is being

Foderal Ragister / V6L 60, No.-89 / Tuseday, Apell 11, 1985 /



Federal Register / Vol. 60, No. 82 / Friday, April 28, 1985 / Notices

B-5

[A-201-819)

initiation of Antidumping Duty
investigation: Light-Walled
_Rectangular Pipe and Tube From
Mexico

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 28, 1995.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dorothy Tomaszewski or Erik Warga at
(202) 482-0631 or (202) 482-0922,
Office of Antidumping Investigations,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and

Constitution Avenue NW., Washington,

D.C. 20230.

. ITIATION OF INVESTIGATION:

The Applicable Statute
Unless otherwise indicated, all
dmiomtothehﬁﬁAaofim(“tha
Act”) are references to the
effective January 1, 1985, the effective
dntooftll’:;&.mdmumabtotb
(URAA).

The Petition

On March 31, 1995, thompmof
Commerce (the Départment) received a

e P
tube in Texas. A supplement to the
petition was filed on April 13, 1995. -
m:nmmmmmm(b)d
Act, the petitioner alleges
impauofLWRpipomduﬂnﬁub:
being, or are likely to

sold in the United States in the
gfmnhu&nﬂruhn

as defined under section 771(9)((:)!0( e T

Act, petitioner has standing to file a
petition for the imposition of
antidumping duties.

On April 17, 1995, a Mexican
producer of subject merchandise named
in the petition, Hylsa S.A. de C.V.
(“HYLSA"), submitted a request that the
Department poll all domestic ucers
ofmbioctmuchndiuinthol!mud

ft;HYI..SA.th?
ulemtmdustry purposes o
deterni.nmg tioner’s stan
should be de as the nati

industry producing the subject
nmdundm (see following Section for
details on this issue).

Determination of Industry Support for
the Petition
The petition contains an adequate

allegation that Texas is a regional
industry for the domestic like product:
this includes data on both
factors by section 771(4)(C) of
& Act. Under section 732((:)(43&(22.0l

petmoner properly alleges e
industry is a regional industry, the
De; t shall determine whether the
petition has been filed by or on behalf
of the industry by applying the -
requirements set forth in the Act on the
basis of the production in the region.
Therefore, the Department has evaluated
industry support for the peﬁuon based

upon production in the
Section 732(c)(4)(A) of

requires that the Depamnom s mduslry

- investigation is certain light-

petition
nquimu if (1)domuacptoduuu

who support the
-aeemmtfotuhutzsmoftho

total of the domestic like
e e
- producers or workers

vesigutcn is canain Hghi-wallod
v;oldodm-nl}g:ulpipnm?m
° uaanguhr uding square) cross

section, having a wall thickness of less
thnn(nm(“l.WR").mdhuof .

cation (ASTM, proprietary, or

other). These LWR pipes and tubes are
supplied with rectangular cross sections
ranging from 0.375x0.625 inch to 2x6
inches or with square sections ranging
from 0.375 to 4 inches.

‘The LWR pipe and tube that are the
subject of this petition are currently
classifiable in the Harmonized Tariff
mn.omeumudsmumg‘vs

ing 7306.60.50.00. Although
HTSUS subheading is provided for
convenience and customs purposes, our
written description of the scope of this
investigation is dispositive.
Export Price and Normal Value

Export price was based on fourth
quarter 1994 (1) average c.i.f. unit value
of U.S. imports from Mexico, and (2)
prices from a salesman'’s call sheets
recording sales lost to Mexican
competitors. The unit values based on
U.S. imports from Mexico were reduced
_for foreign inland freight to derive ex-
factory prices. The prices based on
“lost” sales were reduced for the
following costs: exporter's mark-up
costs, broker commissions, U.S. import
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dutiss, foreign inland freight and US.  773(s) of the Act, the Departmunt This notice is published pursuant to
ight. : revised the profit figure included inthe  section 732(c)(2) of the Act.

nﬁgg%igs n<8v.!d..vo.nni-—hunnu~v. Dated: Apell 20, 1085,

tax-inclusive quotations from one Maxican company Susen G. Everman,

: Mexican toahome markst - operations wers limited to the

customer in December 1994. The production of the forsig-like product.  Ammi g 1o LmPort
petitioner adjusted ths FOB warehouse Based an comparisans of expart " PR Doc. $5-10524 Filed ¢-27-05: 8:45 em)
prices for Mexico’s valus added tax. prices to CV, the recalculated dumping o o0y 000 oo o
The petitioner besed the narmal valus margins rangs from 14.08 to 23.38 :
gél&ﬂﬂuuﬂ& .
= percent. .
because it asserts that the Mexican m-wenulojn.-[ )
home markst price in the Based on the data provided by the
petition sales that were petitioner, there is reason to believe that
made below the cost of production - imports of LWR pipe and tubs from
*COP”) and, therefore, was not an Mexico are being, ar liksly to be, sold
ﬂﬁmﬂ%g:gg at less than fair value. If it becomes
Decessary at a later date-to consider the
The companents of COP arecost of petition as a source of facts available
manufacture (“COM") and selling under section 776 of the Act, we may
COM based on its own production Initistion of Investigation
adjusted for known - We have examined the petition on
ﬁgsg LWR pipe and tube and have found that
produce LWR pipe and tube in the 1t meets the requirements of section 732
United States and production costs of the Act, including the requirements
incurred for the merchandise in Mexico. concerning allegations of material injury
To calculats SGEA expenses, including  or threst of matsrial injury to a regional
interest expense, the petitioner relied cn  industry in a domestic-like by
data from the 1993 financial statement  reasan of the imports, *
of a Mexican pipe and tube producsr allegedly scld at less than fair value.
not named as a respondent in the Therefore, we are initistingan
petition. Petitioner maintained in its antidumping duty investigation to
allegation that Mexican producers detsrmine whether imports of LWR pipe
named as respondents in the petition . gnd tube from Mexico are being, orare
did not publish financial statements and  Jikely to be, sold at Jess than fair value-
that the financial statements used to on & regional basis. Unless extended, we
calculate SG&A expense provided the will maks our
aliegation eoacan .
producers are selling the foreign liks . Distribution of Copies of the Petition
Ferow COP is based e ZI)3)A) o the ALt cppies of the
is upon a comparisan  732(b)(3 opies o
of the adjusted home market price with  pyblic version of the petition have been
the calculated COP. Based on this provided to the representatives of the
information, we find ressanable grounds government of Mexico. We will attempt
believe or suspect that sales ofthe o provide copies of the public version
foreign like product were made at prices of the petition to all the exporters
below COP in accordance with section  pamed in the petition.
773(b) ) of the Act. Accordingly,
the Department will initistea costof - ITC Notification
production investigation. - We have notified the International

initiati ;s.w.mwuﬁu_.vu*g — e 732(d)
on, we are initistion, as required by section
petitioner’s estimate of CV, as adjusted  of the Act. >

appropriate basis for Mexican normal Preliminary Determination by the ITC

]

P

value. The petitioner based CV on its The ITC will determine by May
COP odology, described above, *1895, whether there is a reasonable
adding an amount for profit to arrive st indication that imports of LWR pipe and
a total CV. Rather than use the Mexican  tube from Mexico are causing material
pipe and tube producer’s 1993 financial injury, or threaten to cause material
statements to compute profit, the injury to.the regional industry.

petitioner calculated profit on the basis  negative ITC determination will resul
of public financial data for a Mexican in the investigation being terminated;
steel producer. It did so because the otherwise, this investigation will
Mexican pipe producer had incurreda  proceed according to statutory and
loss in that year. Consistent with section regulatory time limits.
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C3
CALENDAR OF THE PUBLIC CONFERENCE

Subject: CERTAIN LIGHT-WALLED RECTANGULAR PIPE AND
TUBE FROM MEXICO, Investigation No.731-TA-730
(Preliminary)

Time and Date: April 21, 1995 - 9:30 a.m.
Those listed below appeared at the conference held in connection with this investigation

in Courtroom A of the United States International Trade Commission, 500 E Street, SW,
Washington, DC.

In Support of the Imposition ot Antidumping Duties:

Schagrin and Associates
Washington, DC
On behalf of

Southwestern Pipe, Inc.

Philip E. Lewis, President

Roger B. Schagrin, Esq.)__
Brian E. McGill, Esq. ) OF COUNSEL

In Opposition to the Imposition of Antidumping Duties:

Shearman and Sterling
Washington, DC
On behalf of
Hylsa, S.A. de C.V.

Jetfrey M. Winton )--OF COUNSEL
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AND/OR EXISTING DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION EFFORTS
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EFFECTS OF IMPORTS ON PRODUCERS’ EXISTING DEVELOPMENT
AND PRODUCTION EFFORTS, GROWTH, INVESTMENT, AND ABILITY
TO RAISE CAPITAL

The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe any actual or anticipated negative effects
of imports of LWRPT from Mexico on their growth, investment, ability to raise capital, or existing
development and production efforts, including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced
version of the product. The Commission also asked U.S. producers to report the influence of such
imports on their scale of capital investments undertaken. The responses are as follows:

Actual Negative Effects

* * * * * * *

Anticipated Negative Effects

* * * * * * *

Influence of Imports on Capital Investment

* * * * * * *






